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Abstract

The stock market, as a cornerstone of the financial markets, places
forecasting stock price movements at the forefront of challenges
in quantitative finance. Emerging learning-based approaches have
made significant progress in capturing the intricate and ever-evolving
data patterns of modern markets. With the rapid expansion of the
stock market, it presents two characteristics, i.e., stock exogeneity
and volatility heterogeneity, that heighten the complexity of price
forecasting. Specifically, while stock exogeneity reflects the influ-
ence of external market factors on price movements, volatility het-
erogeneity showcases the varying difficulty in movement forecast-
ing against price fluctuations. In this work, we introduce the frame-
work of Cross-market Synergy with Pseudo-volatility Optimization
(CSPO). Specifically, CSPO implements an effective deep neural
architecture to leverage external futures knowledge. This enriches
stock embeddings with cross-market insights and thus enhances
the CSPO’s predictive capability. Furthermore, CSPO incorporates
pseudo-volatility to model stock-specific forecasting confidence, en-
abling a dynamic adaptation of its optimization process to improve
accuracy and robustness. Our extensive experiments, encompassing
industrial evaluation and public benchmarking, highlight CSPO’s
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superior performance over existing methods and effectiveness of
all proposed modules contained therein.

CCS Concepts

« Computing methodologies — Neural networks; - Mathe-
matics of computing — Time series analysis.
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1 Introduction

Stock price movement forecasting, with the goal of predicting fu-
ture upward/downward price trends, is a core task in quantitative
investment with significant research attention [34, 58, 73]. Tradi-
tional approaches rely on manually constructed features from basic
financial indicators, such as moving averages, price-to-earnings
ratios, and trading volumes [3, 20, 23]. While these features are with
good interpretability, they may not capture the complex, dynamic,
and nonlinear data patterns in markets.

In recent years, machine learning and deep learning methods
have revolutionized the area by enabling models to learn directly
from raw financial data. Machine learning algorithms such as de-
cision trees [48, 49] and ensemble methods [7, 24, 66, 75] have
been effectively applied to identify patterns with better robustness
compared to traditional statistical methods. Deep learning models,
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Figure 1: (a) Stock price movement forecasting (SPMF). (b)
Portfolio yield comparison between baselines, i.e., CSI300 In-
dex and SSE Composite, and our method to use CSPO results
as alpha-factors for hedged and spot return.

particularly neural networks tailored for handling time-series finan-
cial data [15, 53, 67], have made great strides in capturing temporal
dependencies. These methods are highly responsive to the dynamic
nature of financial markets. They have demonstrated strong perfor-
mance in extracting localized price trend patterns [21, 51], thereby
boosting the understanding of the market behaviors.

As forecasting price movements appear to be increasingly diffi-
cult, the market has become more sophisticated and diverse, exhibit-
ing two characteristics: stock exogeneity and volatility heterogeneity.
Specifically, (1) in the increasingly interconnected global economy,
financial markets do not operate in isolation, where the stock mar-
ket is affected by external events, e.g., policy changes, economic
indicators, and geopolitical developments. Beyond the conventional
methods solely based on stock market data [34, 67], recent deep
forecasting models have started to integrate auxiliary information,
such as exchanges [5], sales [69], and earnings calls [38, 43, 61],
for performance improvement. This shows the promising poten-
tial of alleviating local limitations by incorporating spillover ef-
fects from other markets [36]. (2) Different stocks with varying
company-specific fundamentals respond differently to market stim-
uli, exhibiting varied volatility patterns. Since volatility indicates
the stability of stock price fluctuations, higher volatility thus in-
creases the difficulty of price movement prediction. Although only
a few methods [31, 76] avoid assuming stock homogeneity, they
primarily consider volatility to adjust the predicted price. However,
we argue that such volatility essentially presents the prediction
confidence, not just adjustments to price values. This approach may
still overlook potential prediction deviations in model optimization,
underscoring the need for new non-uniform learning strategies
tailored to volatility heterogeneity.

Aligning with the aforementioned characteristics, we push for-
ward the study of price movement forecasting by proposing Cross-
market Synergy with Pseudo-volatility Optimization framework
(CSPO). We provide a high-level illustration of CSPO in Figure 1(a).
(1) Firstly, to explore stock exogeneity, we propose incorporating
futures market information for forecasting guidance. Unlike other
additional information sources, futures markets are inherently
forward-looking, as they represent contracts to buy or sell assets
on future dates. This provides practical insights into market expec-
tations about future movements, which can be directly relevant for
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forecasting stock prices. To achieve this, we design a transformer-
based deep neural architecture, namely Bi-level Dense Pricing Trans-
former (BDP-Former). As the name suggests, BDP-Former progres-
sively conducts cross-market knowledge synergy followed by price
movement prediction. This emulates real-world trading practices,
where traders consider futures-to-stock and stock-to-stock corre-
lations in their historical data and future trends [13]. Therefore, it
leverages a broader spectrum of market data to capture the com-
plex interdependencies and enhances the model’s predictive ca-
pability accordingly. (2) Secondly, for volatility heterogeneity, we
propose to study it within the model optimization process. In prac-
tice, traders consider not only the macro market factors but also
the stability of individual stock prices. Intuitively, volatility reflects
price stability and thus indicates the confidence level in price fore-
casting. This motivates us to differentiate the loss contributions
during optimization to minimize errors associated with low confi-
dence predictions. To adapt to the time-varying and stock-specific
volatility, we introduce the concept of pseudo-volatility that can
be estimated alongside our CSPO framework. Then the estimated
pseudo-volatility is incorporated into our final objective function.
Compared to the conventional loss design, e.g., mean squared error,
where they assume the equal loss contribution, our objective explic-
itly accounts for the loss variance inherent in different stock price
predictions. This approach provides a more fine-grained learning
optimization process, ultimately leading to more accurate price
movement forecasting.

To comprehensively evaluate the performance of CSPO, we con-
duct extensive experiments on several real-world stock market
datasets. We first evaluate it in the industrial setting, where we
leverage detailed proprietary backtesting with different evaluation
strategies and metrics. As shown in Figure 1(b), our methods achieve
more satisfactory yield curves on the CSI300 Index, i.e., a widely
evaluated stock market dataset. We also provide a detailed public
benchmarking with several existing models and empirical analyses
of CSPO. The results further demonstrate not only the superiority
of our framework over baselines but also the effectiveness of all
proposed module designs contained within. To summarize, we have
made the following threefold contributions:

e We incorporate external futures information, and propose a deep
neural architecture BDP-Former for effective cross-market knowl-
edge synergy and enhanced stock price movement forecasting.

o We introduce the estimation of pseudo-volatility to capture price
movement stability and forecasting confidence, which is further
leveraged to differentiate their diversities in model optimization.

e Extensive experiments on both industrial evaluation and public
benchmarking demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed
framework CSPO.

2 Problem Formulation

Assume that a stock market consists of kg stock assets. Let t be the
look-back window of the historical data. At different time steps,
each stock asset exhibits unique states, such as prices, market shares,
etc. Thus we use d features to characterize each asset. We first
introduce the data format for the stock market time series:
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Figure 2: An illustration of our framework overview (best view in color). In CME-Layer, the notations, e.g., we, generalize to
both cases of commodity futures and financial futures, e.g., WCQ and WeQ.

Definition 1 (Stock Market Time Series). Let § € Rixksxd
denote the 3-dimensional tensor representing the stock market
time series data. T3 denotes the market snapshot with all stocks at
the time step i. S is formally defined as:

S = [TS,T;,...,Tf], where T; € Rksxd 1)

For the futures markets, we consider both commodity and finan-
cial futures data:

Definition 2 (Futures Market Time Series). Let C € R¢*kexd

and E € R? xkexd respectively represent the commodity futures
and financial futures time series. T{ and T{ represent the snapshot
of k. commodity futures and k. financial futures at time step i.
These futures market time series are formulated as:

C= [Tﬁ,T;, .. ,T?], where T{ € RKexd , @
E=[T¢TE,...,T¢], where T¢ € RkeXd
The problem addressed in this paper is defined as follows:

Problem 1 (Stock Price Movement Forecasting). We aim to
construct a deep neural predictive model, f, inputting ¢-size look-
back window of data for stock market S, commodity futures market
C, and financial futures market E, and then predict the stock price
movements, i.e., 7141 € RFs, on the market at the next time step,
ie., Trs1 = f1:£(S, C, E). Please notice that, 7141 could be positive
or negative; for stock prices at the t-th time step P; € RkS, Tie1 =
PP’—;l — 1, where 1 € R¥s, We use 7 to refer to 7,41 for brevity
whenever unambiguous.

3 CSPO Framework

3.1 Overview

In complex financial markets, futures and stocks are often inter-
related, with mutual influences on pricing; our approach aims to
capture these relationships for enhanced stock price movement

forecasting. Firstly, futures and stock time series data are encoded,
as described in § 3.2. Then in § 3.3, we propose the Bi-level Dense
Pricing Transformer architecture to capture both futures-stock and
stock-stock correlations for stock price movement forecasting. In
§ 3.4, we propose the pseudo-volatility to associate with stock price
prediction confidence, which improves model optimization through
our volatility-aware objective function. The overall framework is
illustrated in Figure 2.

3.2 Market Time Series Encoding

For the input market time series data, e.g., stocks S, commodity
futures C, and financial futures E, a standard procedure is to en-
code them with d-dimensional representations for further model
learning. Therefore, we follow recent stock price prediction mod-
els [17, 53, 57] to adopt the encoder, denoted by TS-Encoder, for
market information encoding:

§* = TS-Encoder(S), where S* € Rksxd,
C* = TS-Encoder(C), where C* € RKexd, (3)
E* = TS-Encoder(E), where E* € Rkexd,

3.3 Bi-level Dense Pricing Transformer

In this work, we draw inspiration from real-world practices where
traders usually aggregate multiple sources of market information
for stock future pricing. We thus introduce our Bi-level Dense Pric-
ing Transformer structure, i.e., BDP-Former, for effective market
information fusion and stock price forecasting:

T = BDP-Former(S*, C*, E¥). (4)

BDP-Former mainly consists of two levels of stacked layers, i.e.,
Cross-market Embedding Layer and Price Movements Forecasting
Layer. Generally, the first level of the learning layer captures latent
relationships between futures and stocks, propagating futures-stock
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information to enrich stock embeddings with cross-market posi-
tional knowledge. The second level then takes these aggregated
stock representations as input to model stock-stock correlations,
which ultimately enables stock price movement forecasting.

3.3.1 Cross-market Embedding Layer. In practice, futures and
stock markets possess interconnections that share correlations in
historical information and may impact future price movements. To
leverage these futures-stock connections, we introduce a dense con-
nectivity module between futures and stocks, designed to aggregate
diverse information from futures markets into stock embeddings.
In our work, it is stacked by 8 layers of Cross-market Embedding
Layer (CME-Layer) as follows:

S. = CME-Layer(81(§*, C*), where S¢ € RKs*4, (5)

Here stock embeddings are derived from the commodity futures. We
use commodity futures as the example for following explanations.

To implement CME-Layer, we leverage the Self-attention (SA)
mechanism [52] followed by the simplified forward networks. Specif-
ically, we weigh the futures-stock connectivity with the scaled
dot-product as follows:

SA(S*,C*) = % Softmax (s*w? : (c*w?)T) WY, (6)

WCQ, WX and WY are three matrices with R?¥?_ Then CME-Layer
further concatenates multiple heads (MA) as follows:

MA(S*,C*) = Concat(SA],SAl, ..., SAT) - w?. (7)

In our work, the matrix W? € R84%d is for transformation. Then

we directly apply the Feed Forward Network (FFN) and residual
connection with Layer Normalization (LN) as follows:

stk - LN(SE’] +FEN(MA(S!], c*))), ®)
where SEI] is initialized by $* and the output S, = S£8]. In our work,
FFN is implemented with two linear layers and ReLU activation.
Similarly, to aggregate financial futures information, the stock can
be encoded as S, = CME-Layer[81(S*, E*). Both S, and Se play a
crucial role in capturing stock information based on their relation-
ships with commodity and financial futures markets. Therefore, we
integrate them as the market position encoding, which serves as the
input for the subsequent Price Movement Forecasting Layer.

3.3.2 Price Movement Forecasting Layer. The obtained em-
beddings Sc and S, encapsulate rich futures-stock information,
revealing the stocks’ market positional knowledge within complex
financial environments. Therefore, the stock representations can
be further updated as follows:

St =8"+8.+8S,. 9)

Based on §*, we thus further implement our second level of modules,
i.e., the 8 layers of Price Movement Forecasting Layer (PMF-Layer):

7 = PMF-Layer!8] (s*). (10)

PMF-Layer attentively captures the stock-stock correlations and
predicts the stock price movement. Concretely, we implement the
following Multi-head Stock Attention (MSA):

MSA(S™) = Concat(SSAI,SSAL, -~ ,ssAT) - w9,  (11)
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where Single-head Stock Attention (SSA) is implemented as follows:

1
SSA(S*) = — Softmax (S+W§2 - (S*WK )T) SWY. (12)
Vd
Here WSQ, Wﬁ( R Wy are transformation matrices with RdXd, and
Wso € R8%d e then follow the standard forward procedure [52]
with the FFN and LN as follows:
—~[1I —~[I
s LN(S+[ N G ])), (13)
=, . .
where S is obtained via:
—~[1
st Zn(stI 4 msacstIy). (14)
Finally, the movements 7 are derived by adopting the linear transfor-
mation to the output S* (8] In summary, our Bi-level Dense Pricing
Transformer captures both the futures-to-stock and stock-wise cor-
relations, enabling cross-market synergistic approach to stock price
forecasting.

3.4 Pseudo-volatility Optimization

Due to varying positions in the stock market, different stocks
exhibit differing levels of revenue-generating capability and re-
silience to market risks. These factors result in their distinct levels
of stock price volatility. Stock volatility indicates the stability of
stock price fluctuations and uncertainty in predictions. Intuitively,
higher volatility often signifies greater uncertainty in price fore-
casting. Therefore, in this work, we are motivated to capture this
concept and propose learning the “pseudo-volatility” for more accu-
rate stock price forecasting.

3.4.1 Pseudo-volatility Estimation. To capture such volatility,
one possible solution is to leverage Bayesian deep learning [42,
54], which originally offers a practical framework for modeling
uncertainty [25]. Inspired by these works, we propose estimating
the stock pseudo-volatility within the Bayesian framework to have
the following deep neural architectures, namely PV-Estimator:

y = PV-Estimator(S), where y € RFs*9, (15)

S is the raw stock market data and vy is the estimated pseudo-
volatility. Our designed PV-Estimator differs from regular deter-
ministic neural networks by incorporating volatility modeling and
their variational inference. Specifically, we first process S via a two-
layer MLP with ReLU activation, denoted by MLP2] as follows:

V =MLPL21(S), where V € R?¥ksxd, (16)

Then we pass it through the eight-layer vanilla Transformer [52],
denoted by Trm-layer[8]:

V= Trm—Layer[S] (V), where V € REXksxd, (17)

Then the pseudo-volatility y is empirically estimated with the mean-
pooling operation as:

y = Mean-Pooling(V), where y € Rks*d, (18)

In our work, we utilize Monte Carlo dropout throughout Eqn.’s (16)
and (17) to achieve the variational volatility estimation. Intuitively,
y is calculated via an independent computational pipeline mainly
to capture the hidden volatility information from raw market data
in a less biased manner. Since stock assets exhibit varying levels of
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volatility, and given that a higher value of y indicates a higher un-
certainty, the model should adapt its learning process accordingly.
Along with the forecasted price discussed in the previous section,
we propose a volatility-aware learning objective to eventually en-
able a more fine-grained optimization approach as follows.

3.4.2 Volatility-aware Regression Optimization. In conven-
tional learning paradigms, regression objectives like mean squared
error (MSE) are typically used. However, since we consider pseudo-
volatility to distinguish stocks with varying prediction confidences,
we incorporate this knowledge into model optimization. Intuitively,
higher pseudo-volatility y indicates lower confidence in price fore-
casting and should therefore reduce its contribution to the accumu-
lated loss. A straightforward way to achieve this is by:

1 (r-7)?
L= EZT 19)

where r is the ground-truth prices of all ks stocks at the (¢ + 1)-th
time step. Eqn. (19) differentiates the standard MSE where the MSE
essentially assumes equal variance for all stock samples.

However, Eqn. (19) still have some inadequacies. Firstly, during
the loss minimization of Eqn. (19), it may easily minimize the loss
by optimizing y into negative values, which is inappropriate for y
as it should be a positive value. To fix this issue, we simply apply
the numerical scaling with exponentiation as:

(r- r)2
Lo Dt @
Secondly, we want to reward the stock samples with low pseudo-
volatility. However, our design may not perfectly align with Eqn. (20)
as it may also maximize y values, rather than solely optimizing the
discrepancy between r and 7, which may disturb the optimization
direction. Therefore, we update it with the following regularization:

_ =2
Z (r-7 (21)
exp(y)
Lastly, due to the stochastic process of variational volatility esti-

mation in PV-Estimator, we further propose using ensembling to
stabilize the pseudo-volatility estimation and optimization:

(r-7)?
T kH Z 2 (eXP(Yh) Yh)' 22

¥}, is output from an independent PV-Estimator. In our work,
setting H = 2 already achieves satisfactory performance. As our
empirical analysis in § 4.3.3 demonstrates, compared to our initial
design in Eqn. (19), Eqn. (22) eventually provides more appropri-
ate loss scaling, balanced optimization directions, and improved
movement forecasting performance.

4 Experiments
We aim to answer the following research questions:

e RQ1: How does our model help in real-world trading scenarios
to enhance proprietary profitability?

o RQ2: How does our model perform compared to existing models
on real-world datasets?

e RQ3: How to systematically evaluate designs within CSPO?

Table 1: Data statistics for proprietary trading evaluation. “#”
denotes the size. “C-futures” and “F-futures” denote commod-
“Trans.” denote the “Instruments” and “Transaction days”.
08Q1-16Q4 17Q1-20Q3 17Q1-19Q2 19Q3-20Q3
F-futures | 424 2,190 344 871 | 255 606 142 266
CSI1000 | 1,000 2190 1,000 871 | 1,000 606 1,000 266

ity and financial futures. We use quarter time for data split-
Task 1 Task 2
Time
Asset
#Ins. #Trans. #Ins. #Trans. | #Ins. #Trans. #Ins. #Trans.
CSI300 300 2,190 300 871 300 606 300 266
22 csi300 20 —— CsI300 p
£20 £
5 €SI500 518 €SI500 /«/”J

ting, e.g., “08Q1” means the first quarter of 2008. “Ins.” and
Training Evaluation Training Evaluation
C-futures | 2,770 2,190 2,243 871 1,588 606 1,149 266
CSI500 500 2,190 500 871 500 606 500 266

ol8 ° S \

g CS11000 M Sl CS11000 ,f‘j

QL6 7 EN o
Why

E 1.4
S
g1.2
310
0.8

17Q1 17Q3 18Q1 18Q3 19Q1 19Q3 20Q1 20Q3 1701 17Q3 18Q1 18Q3 19Q1 19Q3 20Q1 20Q3

(a) Hedged return curve. (b) Spot return curve.

Figure 3: Portfolio yield curves of our trading executor.

4.1 Proprietary Backtesting Evaluation (RQ1)

4.1.1 Overview. To assess how our model supports real-world
trading, we introduce two evaluation approaches:

e Task 1: trading executor. We directly follow our model’s pre-
dicted price movement as signals to trigger stock trades, and then
integrate these trades into our internal platform for backtesting.

e Task 2: alpha factor producer. The other approach incorpo-
rates the model’s output features as additional alpha factors to
enhance our holistic trading strategies. We then evaluate whether
these factors can contribute to improved system performance in
the general portfolio investment.

4.1.2 Evaluation Data. We use real-world financial market data,
i.e., futures and stocks, for model training and evaluation. We col-
lect the daily frequency futures data, i.e., commodity and financial
futures, from the Chinese futures market. For stock market data,
we include two most frequently used index data, i.e., CSI300 and
CSI500, and one most diverse index, i.e., CSI1000, from Shanghai
Stock Exchange and the Shenzhen Stock Exchange. CSI300 and
CSI500 are capitalization-weighted stock market indexes designed
to replicate the performance of the top traded 300 and 500 stocks.
And CSI1000 focuses on small-cap companies. We collect all data
within 2008-2020 and use the data split of 2008-2017 for training
and 2018-2020 for evaluation. Data statistics are reported in Table 1.

4.1.3 Evaluation Metrics. We introduce the following series of
evaluation metrics: (1) Annualized Return (AR), (2) Winning Rate
(WR), (3) Sortino Ratio (SoR), (4) Sharpe Ratio (ShR), (5) Maximum
Drawdown (MD), (6) Maximum Drawdown Duration (MD-D), (7)
Turnover Rate (TR). Note that for the first four metrics, a higher
value indicates better performance, whereas for the last three met-
rics, a lower value suggests a more favorable outcome. Due to page
limit, we explain them in detail in Appendix A.1 with evaluation
configuration details in Appendix A.2.
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Figure 4: Yield curves of portfolio investments with (in warm colors) or without (in cold colors) our additional Alpha factors.

Table 2: Market backtesting of stock trading executor. (1) The
strategy refers to whether it is for “Hedged Return” or “Spot
Return”. (2) The symbols T and | denote cases where higher
and lower values, respectively, indicate better performance.

(3) Colors indicate better-performing cases, i.e., better .

Data |Strategy ART WRT SoRT ShRT MD| MD-D| TR]
com | Pt o e 020 e O 1
con | T 0 1 00 168 s 0y,
cono] Pl 001 05l B IBAISS i

4.14 Task 1: Stock Trading Executor. As we briefly introduced,
we first rely on our model’s price predictions to execute stock trades,
by following our proprietary protocol: enhanced indexing with daily
rebalancing. This is widely adopted in quantitative active manage-
ment due to its capacity to manage large amounts of capital and
relatively stable returns. Specifically, we rank all candidate stocks
based on our model’s predictions, select a certain number of stocks
to buy under a specific budget, and adjust the portfolio daily based
on the model’s new predictions (either increasing or decreasing po-
sitions). We apply two types of trading strategies for hedged return
and spot return. To achieve stable returns, we could neutralize the
market risks by simultaneously shorting index derivatives. Thus, our
hedged return depends on the relative performance between the
selected stocks and the index shorts. Conversely, the spot return
applies without hedging. We curve the whole portfolio backtesting
yields from 2017Q1 to 2020Q3 in Figure 3 and report metrics in
Table 2. From these detailed metrics, we notice that:

e For CSI300 and CSI500 indices, we notice that the spot return
strategy yields better performance with higher annual returns
and winning rates. Since these two indices comprise more “blue
chip” stocks with lower volatility, the spot return strategy is
generally a suitable choice for achieving higher profits.

e Compared to CSI300 and CSI500, the CSI1000 index includes a
higher proportion of “small cap stocks”, which are associated
with larger price volatility. Therefore, the hedged return strategy
demonstrates better performance in backtesting and may be more
beneficial in practice for hedging market risks.

4.1.5 Task 2: Alpha Factor Producer. In quantitative finance,
analysts normally use a combination of trading signals, i.e., Al-
pha factors, to manage risk more effectively and make data-driven
portfolio investment decisions. To further assess our CSPO, we
specifically validate its capability in producing Alpha factors. We

Table 3: Evaluation of Alpha factor production. (1) “v” and
“x” respectively denote the cases where the additional factors
produced from our model are integrated or not.

Data |[Strategy Alpha ART WRT SoRT ShRT MD| MD-D| TR
Hedged X -0.0891 0.4536 -1.8021 -1.0611 0.1365 289  0.0398

CSI300 v/ 0.0715 0.5298 1.5488 0.9280 0.0731 87 0.0168
Spot X 0.0393 0.5397 0.4775 0.3175 0.1427 226 0.0398

v/ 0.1999 0.5497 1.3434 0.8929 0.1826 76 0.0168

Hedged X -0.1114 0.4437 -1.9357 -1.1405 0.2085 194 0.0515

CSI500 v/ 0.0818 0.5132 1.5821 0.9276 0.0696 15  0.0190
Spot X 0.0029 0.5001 0.1843 0.1240 0.2274 224 0.0515

v/ 0.1961 0.5497 1.2341 0.7940 0.1880 76  0.0190

Hedged X 0.0528 0.4868 1.1124 0.6058 0.1348 80 0.0937
CSI1000 v/ 0.1947 0.5232 3.5369 1.9198 0.0591 53  0.0225
Spot X 0.1678 0.5262 1.1034 0.7555 0.1824 76 0.0937

v/ 0.3097 0.5397 1.8087 1.1243 0.1649 12 0.0225

integrate our model into our internal quantitative analysis frame-
work, serving as a source of factor production. The output factors
are then utilized as inputs in the downstream portfolio investment
system. Based on the existing factors, we then compare the perfor-
mances between solely using these existing factors and using our
new factors in addition. The backtesting yield curves on three stock
pools are shown in Figure 4 and detailed evaluation results are
reported in Table 3. We have the following twofold observations:

e We observe from Figure 4 that, the warm-colored curves (for
both hedged and spot return strategies), representing the cases
with our model’s Alpha factors, exhibit a more stable upward
trend over time compared to our original baseline, i.e., in cold-
colored lines. This suggests that our model consistently provides
positive returns with less volatility, making it a reliable choice
for achieving steady investment growth in these stock pools.

e As shown in Table 3, strategies for both hedged and spot re-
turns that incorporate our additional alpha factors consistently
outperform the original settings across all evaluation metrics.
Furthermore, the hedged return strategy is usually more favor-
able in practice due to its anticipated stability. Additionally, our
original factor settings on CSI300 and CSI500 may yield unsatis-
fied performances, e.g., negative annual returns; in contrast, our
model effectively turns losses into profits, which demonstrates
its capability to generate impactful and effective Alpha factors.

4.2 Public Benchmarking Evaluation (RQ2)

4.2.1 Evaluation Data. For a comprehensive benchmarking with
existing models, we also include CSI100 index data for comparison,
in addition to the two most widely studied indexes, CSI300 and
CSI500. Data statistics are reported in Table 5.
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Table 4: Performance comparison across different models on CSI100, CSI300, and CSI500 data. Colors indicate the best and

second-best performing models, i.e., best and second-best .

Model CS1100 CSI300 CSI1500
Ic1 IRc T RICT IRpaukic T| ICT IRic T RICT IRpakicT| ICT IRyc T RICT  IRgankic T
LSTM 0.0280 + 0.00 0.1489 + 0.02 0.0401 = 0.00 0.2207 + 0.02{0.0323 + 0.00 0.2296 + 0.04 0.0411 % 0.00 0.3401 + 0.03]0.0389 = 0.00 0.3904 + 0.05 0.0493 + 0.00 0.5310 =+ 0.03
GRU 0.0299 + 0.00 0.1667 + 0.02 0.0401 = 0.00 0.2284 + 0.02|0.0329 + 0.00 0.2403 + 0.05 0.0423 % 0.00 0.3399 + 0.03]0.0414 + 0.00 0.3919 + 0.04 0.0565 + 0.00 0.5812 = 0.03
Transformer [0.0239 +0.01 0.1411 + 0.01 0.0349 + 0.00 0.2124 + 0.03|0.0254 + 0.00 0.2040 % 0.02 0.0427 + 0.00 0.3181 + 0.02|0.0302  0.00 0.2884 + 0.03 0.0472 + 0.00 0.4811 + 0.03
ALSTM 0.0364 + 0.00 0.2124 +0.03 0.0423 = 0.01 0.2562 + 0.02|0.0371 + 0.01 0.2697 + 0.05 0.0455 % 0.01 0.3786 + 0.06|0.0396 = 0.01 0.3946 + 0.05 0.0562 + 0.00 0.5576 = 0.04
SFM 0.0344 + 0.01 0.1776 + 0.03 0.0436 = 0.01 0.2349 + 0.02{0.0370 + 0.00 0.2879 + 0.04 0.0463 % 0.00 0.3775 + 0.04|0.0353 = 0.00 0.3007 + 0.04 0.0510 + 0.00 0.4728 =+ 0.03
TCN 0.0179 +0.00 0.1132 + 0.02 0.0146 = 0.00 0.0813 + 0.02{0.0279 + 0.00 0.2181 + 0.01 0.0421 + 0.04 0.3429 + 0.01]0.0103 = 0.02 0.0933 + 0.08 0.0087 + 0.01 0.0870 = 0.07
TabNet 0.0279 + 0.00 0.1596 + 0.01 0.0360 = 0.00 0.2142 + 0.02{0.0199 + 0.01 0.1477 + 0.07 0.0351 % 0.00 0.2693 + 0.05[0.0321 = 0.00 0.3562 + 0.03 0.0406 + 0.00 0.4425 =+ 0.03
TFT 0.0278 + 0.01 0.1333 + 0.03 0.0114 = 0.02 0.0551  0.01{0.0338 + 0.00 0.1999 + 0.03 0.0129 % 0.01 0.0913 = 0.04|0.0398 + 0.01 0.2900 + 0.04 0.0117 + 0.01 0.0894 = 0.09
Localformer |0.0289 +0.00 0.1747 % 0.02 0.0351 + 0.00 0.2147 + 0.01[0.0373 + 0.00 0.2983 + 0.03 0.0488 = 0.00 0.3869 + 0.03|0.0362 + 0.00 0.3374 + 0.03 0.0551 = 0.00 0.5584 + 0.03
TRA 0.0458 + 0.01 0.2543 + 0.01 0.0534 = 0.01 0.3037 + 0.03[0.0445 + 0.01 0.3653 + 0.05 0.0533 % 0.00 0.4403 + 0.03|0.0396 + 0.00 0.4133 + 0.03 0.0529 + 0.01 0.5849 = 0.05
XGBoost  [0.0548 + 0.01 0.2913 + 0.03 0.0473 + 0.00 0.2977 0.020.0500 % 0.00 0.3767  0.00 0.0511 # 0.00 0.4344 % 0.00{0.0409 + 0.00 0.3428 =+ 0.01 0.0428 + 0.00 0.4071 + 0.01
CatBoost  |0.0552 + 0.00 0.2811 + 0.01 0.0455 + 0.00 0.2639 + 0.01|0.0494 + 0.00 0.3467 % 0.00 0.0473 + 0.00 0.3507 + 0.01|0.0419 + 0.00 0.3324 + 0.01 0.0423 = 0.00 0.3770 + 0.02
LightGBM  [0.0403 + 0.01 0.2391 + 0.04 0.0409 = 0.00 0.2515 + 0.04|0.0466 + 0.00 0.3790 + 0.01 0.0510 % 0.01 0.4037  0.01|0.0381 = 0.00 0.3654 + 0.03 0.0482 + 0.00 0.4910 = 0.02
DoubleEnsemble [0.0478 + 0.00 0.2933 + 0.00 0.0461 = 0.00 0.2843 + 0.00{0.0533 + 0.00 0.4461 + 0.01 0.0499 % 0.00 0.4228 + 0.01|0.0408 =+ 0.00 0.3710 + 0.01 0.0464 + 0.00 0.4450 =+ 0.01
CSPO 0.0671 + 0.01 0.7028 + 0.08 0.0704 = 0.01 0.5621 + 0.07|0.0832 + 0.01 0.7176 + 0.13 0.0786 % 0.00 0.7262 + 0.07|0.0560 =+ 0.00 0.6108 + 0.1 0.0625 + 0.01 0.6368 = 0.08
Gain (%) 22.45% >100% 31.84% 85.08% 56.10% 60.86% 47.47% 64.93% 33.65% 47.79% 10.62% 8.87%
p-value 6.91073  3.0107° 1.7:107*  3.0.107° | 1.8e-107° 4.3-107* 4.6e-107° 2.1e-107° | 4.7e-10™> 3.1e-10™* 6.3e-107>  7.9e-1073

Table 5: Data statistics for public benchmarking evaluation.

Asset Training Evaluation
#Ins. Time #Trans. | #Ins. Time #Trans.
C-futures | 2,770 08Q1-16Q4 2,190 2,243 17Q1-20Q3 871
F-futures | 424 08Q1-16Q4 2,190 | 344 17Q1-20Q3 871
CSI1100 100 08Q1-16Q4 2,190 100 17Q1-20Q3 871
CSI300 | 300 08Q1-16Q4 2,190 | 300 17Q1-20Q3 871
CSI1500 500  08Q1-16Q4 2,190 500  17Q1-20Q3 871

4.2.2 Competing Methods. We compare CSPO with fourteen
representative models of stock price forecasting, i.e., deep-neural-
network-based and decision-tree-based methods. Due to page limits,
we attach their detailed introduction in Appendix A.3.

e Deep-neural-network-based (DNN-based) methods. These
approach analyzes sequential time steps through diverse neural
architectures to forecast prices, encompassing nine methods:
LSTM [19], GRU [27], Transformer [52], ALSTM [46], SFM [68],
TCN [2], TabNet [1], TFT [4], TRA [34] and Localformer [22].

e Decision-tree-based methods. These approach sequentially
builds decision trees where successive models focus on correcting
predecessor errors, maintaining strong predictive power as clas-
sic trading models. The included representatives are XGBoost [7],
CatBoost [39], LightGBM [24], and DoubleEnsemble [66].

4.2.3 Evaluation Metrics. We follow [59] to include four com-
monly used metrics: (1) Information Coefficient (IC), (2) Rank In-
formation Coefficient (RIC), (3) Information Ratio of IC (IRyc), and
(4) Information Ratio of Rank IC (IRgank 1c)- Higher values indicate
better performance. Explanations are detailed in Appendix A.1.

4.24 Overall Performance Analysis. We report the five-time
averaged results in Table 4 with the following discussions:

o DNN-based methods show relatively competitive performance
but some of them rank lower than decision-tree-based methods,
particularly in IC and IRjc metrics. Decision-tree-based methods,
e.g., DoubleEnsemble, perform well in RIC and IR,y 1c, With
some instances highlighted, suggesting that they are robust in

ranking-related tasks. Particularly, TRA and DoubleEnsemble
are representative models with outstanding performance.

o CSPO consistently achieves the best performance, as shown by
the highest metric values, i.e., IC, IRjc, RIC, IR}, 1c. Further-
more, the performance gains are substantial, with improvements
from 8.87% to 139.62% across different data and metrics. We also
conduct the paired t-tests. Each associated p-value also confirms
that the performance improvements of our model over others
are statistically significant.

e Furthermore, CSPO performs significantly better on CSI100. This
is because CSI100 represents the Top-100 most stable blue-chip
stocks and CSPO can more easily capture patterns and depen-
dencies among them and market futures. For larger stock pools
CSI300 and CSI500, the greater stock diversity introduces in-
creased variability and complexity. And our model is still compet-
itive, indicating its adaptability across different stock pool sizes
in practical deployment.

4.3 Empirical Analyses of CSPO (RQ3)

4.3.1 Ablation Study. To study the effect of each proposed mod-
ule, we introduce several model variants by disabling their func-
tionality. We report the results of experimenting on CSI300 data in
Table 6 and provide the analyses accordingly.

(1) w/o futures information: This variant disables the encoding of
commodity and financial futures information aggregation in
CME-Layer, relying solely on the stock features. The perfor-
mance drops significantly across all metrics, ranging from 8.78%
to 24.76%, highlighting the importance of futures information
synergy in stock price forecasting.

(2) w/o BDP-Former: This variant replaces our entire BDP-Former
by first adding futures and stock features and then passing
them through a two-layer MLP before predicting final prices.
The performance gap between this variant and our CSPO is
substantial, demonstrating the effectiveness of BDP-Former in
capturing latent correlations between diverse futures and stocks
for price movement forecasting.
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Table 6: Ablation study on CSI300 data.

Variant IC Ric RIC  Rpumric
/o futores information | 00626 0.6546 0.0627 0.6263
2476%  -878%  -2023%  -13.76%
00570 03179 0.0514 0.2722
w/o BDP-Former 3149%  -55.70%  -34.61% -62.52%
wio pseudo-volatility 00645 06465  0.0647 0.6344
2248%  991%  -17.68%  -12.64%
CSPO 0.0832 07176  0.0786 0.7262

Table 7: Performance of pseudo-volatility-based models.

Method IC IRyc RIC IRRank IC
LocalFormer 0.0356 0.2756 0.0468 0.3784
LocalFormerpy | 0.0415 (+16.57%) 0.3165 (+14.84%) 0.0508 (+8.55%) 0.4114 (+8.72%)
TRA 0.0440 0.3535 0.0540 0.4451

TRApy 0.0520 (+18.18%) 0.4243 (+20.03%) 0.0553 (+2.41%) 0.4821 (+8.31%)
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Figure 5: Empirical comparison of objective functions.
(3) w/o pseudo-volatility: Lastly, we remove pseudo-volatility esti-

mation, and replace the associated volatility-aware optimization
with the MSE objective. Our experimental results confirm that
the integration of such pseudo-volatility optimization is crucial
for improving prediction accuracy. We provide a more detailed
empirical analysis of this learning paradigm in § 4.3.3.

4.3.2 Pseudo-volatility Compatibility on Existing Models.
We also explore the compatibility of our pseudo-volatility (PV)
design with other DNN-based models, e.g., LocalFormer [22] and
TRA [34]. Specifically, we retain their original feature encoding and
decoding parts but incorporate our PV-Estimator and adjust their
loss function accordingly. As shown in Table 7, both PV-integrated
models demonstrate notable performance improvements, verifying
the design effectiveness of our pseudo-volatility optimization.

4.3.3 Evaluation of Objective Function Designs. Lastly, in
Figure 5, we compared our final objective function of Eqn. (22),
with MSE and other functions of Eqn.’s (19)~(21) on 100 epochs
training. For the left-hand side figure of loss values, we apply the
min-max normalization for value scaling between [0,1]. For the
right-hand side figure, we report corresponding IC values. We ob-
serve that, compared to other loss designs, while our final objective
and Eqn. (21) present better convergence, our objective shows a
more stable training process and superior IC value performance.

5 Related Work

Stock Price Movement Forecasting. Stock price movement fore-
casting (SPMF) has been a longstanding challenge in the financial
domain due to the temporal and non-linear complexities inherent in
financial data. Traditional approaches primarily rely on fundamen-
tal analysis, utilizing manually engineered features and macroeco-
nomic indicators [3, 20, 23]. The advent of machine learning intro-
duced models such as decision trees [48, 49] and gradient boosting
trees (GBTs) [7, 24] improves predictive performance by capturing
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the dynamic and nonlinear nature of market behavior [44, 66]. Deep
learning models have recently revolutionized SPMF by enabling
the direct utilization of raw time-series data, reducing reliance on
manually engineered features. Specifically, RNN-based methods
[28, 53, 67] have shown success in modeling temporal dependencies;
CNN-based methods [21, 41] treat historical price data as struc-
tured input, effectively extracting localized patterns. Graph-based
approaches [30, 50] studies the intricate interdependence among
different stocks, which is a a common methodology in various ap-
plications [9, 10]. Furthermore, recent works have incorporated
additional data sources with graph structure modeling [62, 63],
such as exchanges [5], sales [69], and earnings calls [38, 43, 61], for
information enhancement [5, 18]. Some other efforts try to adjust
and stabilize model predictions with consideration of stock price
volatility [16, 31, 76].

Transformer-based Models for SPMF. Transformer struc-
tures [26, 52] are widely used in many applications [8, 11, 12,
35, 47, 56]. It further has emerged as a leading approach in fi-
nancial time-series forecasting [6, 22, 45, 55, 74]. Recent studies
have introduced various enhancements to Transformer architec-
tures. For instance, methods [14, 53] capture multi-scale finan-
cial dependencies through enhanced feature extraction, showing
strong prediction performance across markets. Other works have
explored the integration of external data sources to enhance pre-
diction. TEANet [70] fuses social media text and prices for tem-
poral modeling. StockFormer [17] adopts a hybrid approach by
integrating predictive coding with reinforcement learning. Mean-
while, MASTER [29] addresses cross-time and momentary stock
correlation through market-guided feature selection. Generally,
these transformer-based models capture long-range dependencies
and complex interactions and have demonstrated remarkable per-
formance superiority in stock price forecasting.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

We propose CSPO, featuring the BDP-Former architecture that
jointly models temporal patterns from futures/stock markets and
price inter-correlations. The framework introduces pseudo-volatility
guided loss weighting to enhance stability under real trading con-
ditions. Extensive evaluations demonstrate superiority in both in-
dustrial backtesting and academic benchmarks. For future work,
two directions emerge as critical: (1) Integrating rigorously filtered
LLM insights [32, 33, 37, 72] and large-scale graph data manage-
ment [64, 65] to enhance cross-market analysis while ensuring
information credibility; (2) Developing continual learning proto-
cols [60, 71] for efficient model adaptation to streaming financial
data while maintaining prediction accuracy.
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Experimental Details

A.1 Evaluation Metrics

e Annualized Return (AR): AR is defined as the annualized rate
of return on an investment.

e Winning Rate (WR): WR is defined as the percentage of prof-
itable trades relative to the total trades executed.

e Sharpe Ratio (ShR): ShR measures the risk-adjusted return of
an investment by comparing the return to its standard deviation.
A higher ratio signifies better risk-adjusted performance.

e Sortino Ratio (SoR): Similar to ShR, SoR evaluates risk-adjusted
returns uses only downside deviation. This metric focuses on
minimizing losses.

e Maximum Drawdown (MD): MD reflects the largest peak-to-
trough decline over a specified period. It measures the extent of
the worst loss sustained before recovery.

Maximum Drawdown Duration (MD-D): MD-D indicates
the time taken for an investment to recover from its maximum
drawdown to its previous peak.

Sida Lin et al.

e Turnover Rate (TR): TR proportion of assets replaced with
which assets within a portfolio are traded over a specified period.

e Information Coefficient (IC): IC is a key metric in financial
analysis that measures the correlation between predictions and
realized returns.

e Rank IC (RIC): RIC is similar to IC but is computed using rank-
based correlation. It is useful for long-short strategy which rely
on the model’s ranking capacity.

e Information Ratio of IC (IRyc): IRyc is the ratio of the IC to
its standard deviation, quantifying the stability of the model’s
performance over time.

e Information Ratio of Rank IC (IRg,,x 1c): The ratio of Rank
IC to its standard deviation, reflecting the stability of the rank-
based performance.

A.2 Evaluation Configurations

We implement using Python 3.8 and PyTorch 1.13.1 with non-
distributed training. The experiments are run on a Linux machine
with 8 NVIDIA A100 GPUs and 6 Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8350C
CPUs with 2.60GHz. We adhere to all baselines’ officially reported
hyper-parameter settings and conduct a grid search for models
without prescribed configurations. For a fair comparison, we fix
the embedding dimension at 512. The learning rate is tuned in the
range {107>,1074, 1073}, Optimization for all models is performed
using the default AdamW optimizer [40].

A.3 Details of Competing Methods

e Deep-neural-network-based (DNN-based) methods.
(1) LSTM [19] captures long-term dependencies through memory
cells, effectively modeling sequential data.
(2) GRU [27] uses gating mechanisms to capture dependencies in
sequential data with fewer parameters than LSTM.
(3) Transformer [52] utilizes self-attention to capture long-range
dependencies, suitable for time series forecasting.
(4) ALSTM [46] integrates attention mechanisms into LSTM, se-
lectively focusing on relevant time steps.
(5) SFM [68] captures temporal features by encoding state and
my representations.
(6) TCN [2] employs causal convolutions and flexible receptive
fields for modeling sequential data.
(7) TabNet [1] dynamically selects features with sequential atten-
tion for effective tabular data modeling.
(8) Localformer [22] enhances transformers by focusing on local
temporal dynamics.
(9) TRA [34] applies Transformer-based relational attention to
capture long-term dependencies in graph-structured data.
e Gradient-boosting-based methods.
(10) XGBoost [7] proposes a sparsity-aware algorithm and weighted
quantile sketch for approximate tree learning.
(11) CatBoost [39] efficiently handles categorical features using
ordered boosting to improve the performance.
(12) LightGBM [24] employs histogram-based methods and leaf-
wise tree growth for better scalability and prediction accuracy.
(13) DoubleEnsemble [66] combines two ensemble strategies to
improve generalization, particularly for imbalanced data.
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